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might be correct. He did not approve of legislation which, for
the sake of inaugurating a new system that was to give a great
stimulus to manufactures, dealt in this manner with the exist-
ing pursuits of the country. But, passing to the general policy
of this measure, he took occasion very distinctly to repel the
inference that might "be drawn from the application made by
Mr. Clay of the terms " American policy" and " foreign
policy," as marking an invidious distinction between, those who
favored and those who opposed this bill. A policy, he said,
which. America never had tried, which was admitted to be
drawn from the example of other countries, could not correctly,
if names were things, be described as an American policy;
while that which we had hitherto pursued, and which foreign
nations had not, was scarcely to be designated as a foreign sys-
tem. He then took issue with Mr. Clay in respect to the state
of the country, which he regarded as one of depression and
not distress, denying that there was cause for BO gloomy a
representation as had been made. He traced the causes of the
existing depression, and argued that this bill was not calcu-
lated to reach them. It was necessary, he said, to know,
when new applications were to be made of the principles of
protection, how the measure was to operate on all the interests
of the country; what provisions were expected to have the
effect of increasing the home market, and what might tend
the other way. On these points he had derived little infor-
mation from the advocates of the measure. But he could
not, he said, on this great subject, espouse a side and fight
under a flag.

Adverting to the case of England, he contended that the
policy of restraints and prohibitions was getting out of repute
as the true nature of commerce became better understood, and
lie established this position by numerous citations from English
statesmen of eminence, who were even then beginning to ques-
tion that policy. The reason why exclusion, prohibition, and
monopoly were now suffered to remain in the English system,
was, he observed, because a thing wrongly done cannot always
be undone; and for the same reason it would be wise in us to
take all our measures of this kind with great caution. On this
subject he held that there were substantial distinctions which